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THE DEVELOPMENT OF LANGUAGE METAPHORS 
OF YOUNGER SCHOOL-AGE PUPILS

Abst rac t  
Language metaphor lies in the nature of language, and has no aesthetic but 
communicative value implying the transfer of a name from one notion to 
another based on similarity. Since it is very important for the enrichment 

of vocabulary, the aim of our research was to examine the level of the acquisition and 
understanding of lexical metaphors, and to study the role of metaphors in the language 
development of the pupils of younger elementary-school age. We were also interested in 
eventual gender differences in this respect. The sample included 429 pupils of younger el-
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ementary-school age (7-8 years), i.e. the first-grade pupils in five elementary schools from 
different regions (Belgrade, Jagodina). In each school all first-grade pupils 55.2% (237) 
boys and 44.8 (192) girls were tested. The evaluation of the metaphor development was 
conducted within the framework of two levels. The first level of the assessment was realized 
by the use of a questionnaire designed especially for this research, and the other level of 
assessment included the application of the Lexical-semantic test - III subtest: Metaphorical 
transition by Z. Ka�i  (1996). The results show that metaphor is underdeveloped in the 
language of the first-grade pupils, which opens the question of the development of active 
and passive lexicon of this population of pupils. Further, it was found out that there were no 
gender differences in the level of metaphor acquisition. In the context of these observations 
it can be concluded that for understanding language metaphors cognitive and metalin-
guistic development are crucial, as well as the child's experience with objects, beings and 
phenomena that are discovered by metaphors. Also, metaphor can be used not only in the 
teaching of the mother tongue but can be a good indicator of higher levels of knowledge 
and understanding of students, and can help in acquiring reading and writing skills.

Keywords: language metaphor, metaphorical transfer, language development, 
pupils, teaching.
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